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Deputy Chief - Common Carrier Bureau
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1919 M Street, N.W.
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Dear Mr. Metzger:
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DOCKET FILF COpy ORIGINAL

The information you requested on Direct Inward Dialing (DID) and
Remote Call Forwarding (RCF) costs falls into two categories, public and
proprietary data filed with the state commissions.

With respect to pUblic
tariff, filed January 26,
port~ility.· In.~onformance
8584-11, that co-carrier call
to be cost-based.

information, attached is the BA-Maryland
1996, for co-carrier interim number

with the Maryland PSC's Order in Case No.
forwarding option was explicitly designed

Also attached is a copy of BA-Maryland's Petition for
Reconsideration and Clarification of the Maryland Commission's Phase II
Order that explains the basis for BA-Maryland's proposed rate structure
for co-carrier call forwarding. As the Petition notes, the Maryland
Commission's order that co-carrier call forwarding be provided on a per
number basis is inconsistent with the way costs are actually incurred
in providing this service. Accordingly, BA-Maryland proposed an
alternative, usage based rate, which mirrors the way costs are actually
incurred.

Flex DID service was only offered in Ma=yland in response to the
co-carriers' initial preference for this service to meet their interim
number portability requirements. This co-carrier request was satisfied
by making the existing DID service in Maryland available to co-carriers.
No cost study was necessary to support this tariff change. SUbsequent
to BA-Maryland tariffing the service, the co-carriers determined that

~ they would prefer a call forwarding-based solution. To date, no co­
carrier has purchased the Flex DID option.

With respect to the proprietary cost da~a you requested, data on
the co-carrier call forwarding costs are currently on file, under
protective seal, in Maryland and Pennsylvania. We would also be willing
to make such data available to the Commission under non-disclosure type
agreement similar to the agreements we have with our state regulators.

Please call me if you have any questions.

cc: S. McMaster

SinCerelY,~No. .Lf-'?r1a' . ISS reed
.,~ E



SERVICES FOR. OTHER TELEPHONE COMPANIES
P.S.C. Md.·No :16

~ell Aclan~ic - Maryland. Inc.

NUMBER. PORTABILITY- IN'IDUM

.:.... GENERAL

Sect:ion 7
Original Page 1

(N)

Number Port:abilit:y-Incerim (NP-I) Service is a service provided by BA-!.'1d. -:'0

Ot:her Telephone Companies (OTC). It: allows an end-user cuscomer of !A-Md. t:o
subscribe to local exchange service from an OTe and Co recain the ~ele~hone

number assigned by BA-Md. under the same terms and condicions as any BA·Md.
local exchange subscriber.

B. REGULATIONS

1. NP-I services and facilities will only be provided where technically
feasible, subjec~ 1:0 che availabilit:y of facilicies, and from properly
equipped central offices. NP-I services and facilicies are not: offered for
NIX codes 555. 915, 976, 9S0 or BA-Md. coin t:ele~hone service.

2. Np·I services are not: available for end-user cuscomer accouncs of BA-Md. ~f

payments f=om t:he end-user cuscomer are 90 days or ~ore in arrears unless
full payment is made or an agreement: is reached in which che OTe agrees t:o
lllake full payment on behalf of tile end·u.ser:us,:omer.

3. When the exchange service offering(s) associa~ed ~i~h NP-I services is (are)
provisioned using remote svitch( es) NP· I service i.s only available from the
host: cent:r~l office

'-. The OTe is :::esponsible for all charges:o NP-I numbers and for the f:"nal
cermination of tile calls to its end-users

S. Only cus~ome=-dialed, sent:-paid calls ~ill be fo~arded to the OTe.

6. NP·I service ~ill be provided ~ith ~o call paths per ~umber when ordered
with the flat rate option.

NP-I service will be provided with the OTC-specified ~umber of paths ~hen

ordered '..rich t:he measured use opt:.ion. A maximUI!l of 99 NP- I pachs can be
ordered on the measured rate option so long as facilicies exisc and no
incerference or impairment of any ocher services offered by the Company

~ results. Additional pachs, when ordered subsequenc to the initial placement
of NP-I service, will incur a charge for installat:ion and a service order
charge.

7. NP·l service is not represented as suitable for satisfactory transmission of
cLara.

a. NP- I service lIlay only be used to forward calls ':0 an are number ~hat is
associated with the same exchange as the BA-Md number.

9. NP-I ser;ice is only offered to orcs ~hich provide che equivalenc of
NP-l service" (N)

Issued: January 29, 1996 Effeccive: February 2B, 1996



SERVICES FOR crrH!i. !!U'PHON! COMPANIES
P. S. C ~d. No. 216

~en At:lantic . M.e::yland, Inc. Sac:ion 7
Origi:u..l Page 2

B. REGUlAIIONS (N)

10. R.ef.==al .se:-vic.e I. in which a.n aU~:llll~::ec. announcemen: is made advisi~g th~ I
caller chac ~~e end-u;.r being called ~ 4 ~.~ :alephane numbs;, is not
e.v:z.ilable on N!'.: servi.ce when t:nt end·use:: d:",SeonnectJ: from till! OTe.

11. Responsibili-::ies of the OTe

a. The OTC is solely !"espon~ible :0 obtain au~or1~atiou from ':he and-user
for the handling of the dis:~nn6c: of ~e end-user's $ervice with SA­
Md., the provision of service by the OTC and :or the proV1sio~ of Np·:
services. Should & ~,?l.1te or discrepancy arise regud1ng the &1.O':h.or:!.ty
0: thi! ore to act on behAlf 0: :he end-user custOlller. :he OTe is
respon~1ble for providing wri~en evidene. to !A.-Mci.". of its aut:hcri':)1 to
dO so. !n the eVent chat :he OTC Ls unable to provide such
authorization in a form sa:1sfac:ory to th- !A-Md., BA-Md. may refuse to
disconnect ~h. end-user's service O~ escablish NP-: ~ervice AS =eqU&s~ae

by ehe OTC •

b. It: ~s en. sole r8s-por.sibili::y of -:be OTC :0 ir.sure :hac boUl che end·
us£r c~eollle:"'s assigned -::alephone number .ute me N'P-! numb_::- .u-~

forwa.rded ~o :he dat::s. base fer 91: emorgency sarnces in adc:1iC::1on :0 chI!
address of ine ~nd-user eu=;omer. 3A-Md. &S~S no responsibiliey for
rhe accuracy of ~e 911 d&:A supplied by th. OTC :0 BA-~d.

:2. Respo~~1bili:ies of !A-Md.

BA-Md.·s sole rcspon£lbi11ty L. to comply with the service ~eques:J it:
receivu f:-;olll :he O'I'C mc1 eo pr::lvicie ~. I in £eeordance vi th it: tar.:!.£f.
In :he event: ~~at IA·Md. becomes aware chat: a d1spu~. or discrepancy may
have oc:::urred. :he OTC llI&y ~e requirec co provide wri-::'ten evidence of its
authority from :he end-usar before BA-Md. :8r.mina~es :he end-uaer's ~ervice

and establishes NP-r.

C. RATES
:a Service Insullat"ion Per

N"P.! Service Order Chane Mpnth ~
nat Ela'te

per number (incluO.e:! ':Ve puns) $6.00 $4.00 $1.98

Measured Rat:e
per numbe= . 5.00 4.00 $1.00 UNHR.F
per minut:a or frace10u l:hereof .001
&ddit:ion£l pat:h (suDS&quent ~o ini:.ial ~'Cde:::- 6.00 4.00 U'NMliA (N)

Issued: Jacuary 29, 199& Effect:1ve: February 28, 1996



BEFORE THE PUBUC
SERVICE COMMJSSION OF MARYLAND

In the Matter of the Application of MFS
Int8lanet of Maryland, Jnc. For
Authority to ProvJde and R...ULocal
Exchange and Intrastate IntRt8xchange
Telecommunications Servtces In Areas
Served by C&P Telephone Company of
Maryland; and For an Order establishing
Policies and Requirements for the
Interconnection of Competing Local
Exchange Networks

ca.Na. 8~1

PETtTION FOR RECONS&DERATION AND CLARIACAnON
ON BEHALF OF

BEbb ATLANTIC. MARYLAND, INC.

Mark J. Mathis
Of Counsel

David K. Hal!
Mlc;hael D. Low.
Randal S. Milch

Attorneys for Sell Atfantic ­
Marytand, Inc.

DatIKt: January 26. 1996



BEFORE THE PUBUC
SERVICE COMMISSION OF MARYLAND

In the Matter of the Application of MFS
Intelenet of Maryland. Inc. For
Authority to Provide and Resell Local
Exchange and Intrastate Interexchange
Te4ec0mmunications Sefvices in Areas
Served by C&P Telephone Co"mpany or
Marytand; and For an Order Establishing
.Policies and Requirements for the
Interconnection ofCompeting Local
Exchange Networks

Case No. 8584-H

PETITION FOR RECONSIOERATJON AND Cl.ARIFICAnON
ON BEHAlf OF

BELL ATLANTlC • MARYlAND, INC.

Bell Atlantic· Maryland. Inc. tBA-Maryland a) respectfully requests that

the Commission reconsider or clarify its Order No. 72348 ("Phase II Ordel') in three

respects. First. the Commission should reconskier and reverse its decision that the

interim unbundled loop pricing methodology - first proposed by Staff for the pricing of

unbundled businesS loops - is applicable to residence loops as well. Unjess changed.

the Commission's decision win require SA-Maryland to provide AT&T and other

competitors authorized to provide residentlaJ service with unbundled loops far below

cost. Application of this method to residential loops, even on an interim basis, has no

support in the Phase II record. goes against years of Commission philosophy on the

pricing of services to competitors. and raises serious constitutional issues.



The Commission should also reconsider its assertion of jurisdiction over

interstate local cal1s to 1he District of Columbia and Vtrginia. The Commission

requirement that ail calls originated or terminated in Maryland must be delivered to

Points of Interconnection ("POls") within the state improperly ousts the Public Service

Commission of the District of Columbia and the Virginia State Corporation Commission

from exercising their aL.rthority over these interstate local calls. Moreover. the

Commission's decision will require SA-Maryland to incur signffieatlt additional expenses

- including the potential construction of a new, and otherwise unnecessary, access

tandem in Maryland - if it is to follow existing. nationally recognized rules governing

aCv~ss.

Finally, !he Commission should clarify its decision on the pricing of SA·

Maryland's interim co-<arrier call forv.rarding number portability service. The Phase II

Order =iearly states that SA-Maryland should be permitted to recover its costs for this

service, yet requires the service to be priced on a aer nUrT'J]er basis. when costs are

incurred according to the~ of the fOlWsrding service. BA-Maryland will propose a

~ simple and equitable solution to thls problem, and the Ccmmission should darify its

decision to permit BA.Maryland's pricing alternative.

A. The Commiuion'a Interim Unbundled Loop Pricing Me1hodology
C.n -Not be UMd for Unbundlgd Rtt&dence LQ9Q@

The Order adopts an interim pricing methodology for unbundled loops and

ports in which the existing dial tone line rate is split between loop and port in the same

proportion as the direct costs of those components. (Phase II Order at 3S). While BA-

2



Maryland did not support this proposal as either a permanent or an interim pricing

structure. it is not objecting to ~ interim. short term use for unbundled business loops.

Although residential issues were not before it. the Commission also held that this same

interim method should be used to price unbundled midentialloops. Cl&l at 39-40).

There is no basis to use this methodology, even on an Interim basis, to price unbundled

loops used for eompetltive residential seMces and, in this respect, the Commission's

Order must be reconsidered.

The interim pricing method starts with the retail dial tone line rate. For

unbundled "business" loops,' this means apportioning a rate of $13.34 (in Rate Group

A) and $15.76 (in Rate Group B). For unbundled "residentiar loops, however, the

starting point is the dial tone line rate at 56.11 (in Rate Group A). and $7.96 (in Rate

Group 6). Even if these rates were charged for iust the unbundled loop instead of

apportioning this amount between the loop and the port.. the Phase 1I Order would force

SA-Maryland to provide unbundled residential loops to its competitors at rates which

are far below cost. For a number of reasons. this decision must be reversed.

First, the record berore the Commission is simply inadec;uate for any

determination of the price of unbundled cestdeot1ajloops. Commissioner Brogan made

=

In riIitY, there is no fU/lQiQniIQ~ btmYetn In ~nbundl8d "bu3!noa- ioap and an
unbundled~I.. TherlII, hawtver; Id~~ the ienvth lana nine. !he ~t' of
the ~hOt'ter averag~ ~p UMd for OYsIness and the longer ....... Ioop UHCI tor resIdenclI&.. Once the
lcl«:l is unbundled '/rQm ~/1.nd"s switch. BA-Maryland has no emtily ro de-mne whether t:'u;: and­
tJaer is in fact. busineK or ntSidential cuSlDn'll;l". ~or rttl8 rnaon, BA-Mary1Sttd', permanent unbundted
ioo;l offering. 'M1ic:h, pursuant to the Phase" ORSer. wlH be !:lased on the~ of su,,~in;me unCundl8d
looc. ""iU not disIlnguWI between the type of 5etV1c8 provided by me co-<:anier over the unOundleQ iOOp.

3



clear on a number of occasions that Phase II wag not concerned with "residential

service" and the issues raised by rCG's and sse Media Venture's petitions to provide

that service. (Tr. 964, 1492). In the absence of a fully deveioped record. therefore, the

Commission should refrain from imposing these [ntarim rules for residential set'Vices.

Second, requiring BA~Maryland to provide unbundled residential loops to

its competitors at rates which are below CO~1 goes against lon9-:st3nding Commission

policy to ensure that wresale of BA.-Md's service {is] at rates that cover costs.'" (phase I

Order at 34). Indeed. applying the interim pricing method to residential loops is utterly

inconsistent with the Commission's Phase tl decisIon 'that me permanent unbundled

loOp rate should ·cover long run incremental costs plUS a contribution to 8A-MD's joint

and common costs: (Phase II Order at 36), While the Commission cited some basis

for believing that the interim method will produce a rate that covers SA-MO's average

costs of supplying shorter unbundled business loops in the near term (Phase II Order at

39),2 there is no evidence that EA~Maryjandwill cover its costs of supplying longer and

more costly unbundled residential ioops even if it can charge the entire diat tone line

rate for an unbundled residential loop instead of apportioning the rate between the loop

and the port. The Commission should not, adopt a pricing rule - even an interim rule -

that will reQuire BA-Maryland to subsidize its competitors.

Z In fact. fhe interim rate win not caver the e:e-tI at provkltng an unl)unatld busineU Iaop, as
demor'l$tl'ated In tne cost studY euppotting the unbundled loop aariffwhid"l BA-Maryiand filed in Novemeer.
, 99.5. That study shows th~ it eo&ts mont to pmvide an I.II'lOunQled loop than a dial tDne line. This
prOCfem, howeYw, can be COtTect8d in lite near Mure when BA~Malylandfil8s its tarifffer' a permanent
unbtJndJed lOOp rate.

4



Finally, the Commission's decision to require BA-Marytand to provide

unbundled residential loops bejow cost raises significant questions of unconstitutional

confiscation. Although the Commission has broad latitude to set rates. its discretion is

limited by the prohibitions on connscating property without just compensation in both

the United States Constitution3 and the Marytand Constitution.' Appfying the interim

methodology to unbundled residential loops would require SA-Marytand to provide its

competitors with ·services at rates less than the actual costs of such services•...

(which} would amount to confiscation.- Public Ser:Yice CommissiQO v. The Nocth§co

Central BR Co., 122 Md. 355 (1914). The CommiSSIon should avoid these

constitutional pitfalls and reverse its decision to applY the interim pricing method to

unbundled residentislloops.

There is no pressing need for the Commission to adopt an interim rule for

the pricing of unbundled residential loops. The Commission has onty recentty

authorized one co-carrier, AT&T. to provide residential service. and AT&T has saki that

it is not yet ready to provide this service. Moreo....er. in approving AT&rs application.

the Commission recognized that it would have to addresa a number of issues -

specifically incfuding residential issues - in other proceedings before AT&T could begin

to provide service. The Commission !lhould therefore reconsider its Phase /I Order and

, The Takings C.... of the Fifth Amendment 1= the U.S. Conntulon prghibb the talcincI of
~te prcperty ... for publk: use. wlthoutjU$l compensation." The Talcings esau- is made IIppllc*lle to
the states through tM Fourteenth Amendl"l18nt. Ctuc:;ago B & 0, 8B CQ v. ctrir;ago 166 U. S. 22tt 239
(1897).

Art Ill. § 40 ot the M3l)'1and ~uOOo a150 prohibits 1t\e taI'Iirlg of ·private property.. for
?ublie use, wittlout just compensatIOn....

5



fully develop a record before deciding how unbundled residential loops should be

priced.

B. The Commissjon Improperly Asaerted Jurisdiction Over T'h& Co­
CarrlersJ Interatilte Local caUa. and JtB Requirement That SA­
Maryland Accept Theee Calla at a POI in Maryland Will Rasult in
!J.nO!S'2!w and EmeneNs Network RlConfigurattQn

The co-carliers operating in the Maryland suburbs of Washington would

like to offer their customers the ability to make local calls across state lines into the

Washington and Virginia portions of the Washington Metropolitan Exchange Area

rNMEA). The co-carriers. however. have retuse<1 to seek approved arrangements in

the District and Virginia to meet their customers' needs, and have instead looked to this

Commission to relieve them of the multl-juriscicrlonal regulatory responsibilities that go

along with multi-jurisdictional servtee. The Phase II Order does just th.t by ~uiring

SA-Maryland to unnecessarily and expensively after its network.

The CommissionIS decision on interstate local calls improperly ousts the

D.C. and Virginia regulators from their legitimate oversight of the rates to be charged by

SA-DC and SA-Virginia for the termination" af co-carriers'=aUs. First. the Commission's

Order requires that. for all" local traffic originating Q[ terminating in Mary1and. aU paints of

interconnection (POls) must be located in Maryland.~ Second. the Phase II Order

provides that this Commission's local termination rates will be applicabie to all cails

Order at 72. TheCQ~ iMY ~lIJi a.Itve:i mm tt1I-~i~ permIUtd all~
local tt'lImc (whether msra.zahl Cl' lnwamt.) to be delivered to POlin M;arylend. ~ Sf 67. ThilJ la not the
case. AJt/'IQugh BA-Mllfyland at one timeemp~ lOCal and to!! tandems In ". w.."lngron SUClW1:la.
those tandemS went etkninatBd In trla 1980's ~nd ~ more efficient networlt arc::nl18dUre using the~&
tandem in the Oi:strla 01 C~umollil was put In place..

8
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terminating at Maryland POts. regardless of their actual origin or destination. (Order at

72.) Thus. by Commission flat. all interstate local calls wilt have to be exchanged and

rated in Maryland, and the Commission has thereby elbowed aside its Washington and

Virginia counterparts.

The Commission's jurisdictional overreaching is obvious if one supposes

for a moment that the Virginia or D. C. Commission were to adopt the very same rules.

If the Virginia State Corporation Commission were to mandate that aft local calls

originating in Virginia and destined fer Maryland must be delivered to a POI in Virginia '-

and that SA-VA must apply its approved local termination rate to these caUs - eit1'1er

BA-Maryland or SA-Virginia would be forced to vlolate its Commission's policy. For

example. for a local call originating in Maryland and terminating in Virginia, the

Maryland rutes would require that can to be terminated at a POI in Maryland. and for the

Maryland termination rate to apply. The Virginia rules, however, would require that

same call to be terminated at a POI in Vtrginia. and for the Virginia termination rate to

apply. The same problem would exist for a call originating in Virginia and tenninattng in

Maryland. In either case. it would be imoossible to comply with both rules. This

Commission simply cannot adopt a rule that would resutt in conflicting - and impossible

- implementation requirements if neighboring jurisdictions do no more than establiSh

the very same policy.'

Bec:sUJelt woukf be Irr'tpouCbte tIr BA-Me1y~nc1 to <:amply with the Comtniaion's ruje If t!N8IY
jurisdiction applied it. the~'. jul18dialonal oecl:sicn may wen place an impermitIsIbIa burden on
intQmate c::ommen:e which vloiltls the Commerce Clause of tt1e Unil2d States Constttution. tJ.S. Ccnst
Art. I. § 8. ~ Ml9rican TnJc:mg Assnt lnc Ii SettelmlC 483 U.S. 266.284 (198n.

7
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The Commission's decision also raises serious network reconfiguratlon

ISSues. In order to increase efficiency, 8A-Maryland currently permits co-carriers to

use combined trunk groups to deliver local and toil traffic; Using a combined trunk

group. however, requ;res common local and toll points of interconnection, as denned in

the national Local Exchange Routing Guide (lERG) use<:! by all interexcnange carriers

and LECs 10 route their traffic. 7 If the Commission were to insist that SA-Maryland set

up a POI in SUburban Maryland to accapt local calls destined for the District and

Virginia. one 01 two things would have to happen: either co-carriers will need to use

s~Qarme trunks - one to deliver focal traffic to the Maryland suburban POt required by

the Phase II Order and the other to deliver toll traffic to the destination now published in

the LERG and universally used by aU eaniers - or BA-Marytand win have to estabtish a

new. otherwise unneeded mutti-million dollar access tandem in suburban Maryfand and

reroute all Maryland traffic to it Building a' new access tandem would impose very

significant network expenses not only on SA-Maryland (for purchasing and deploying a

new switch) but also on all interexchange carriers and co-carriers now routing traffic to

the existing tandem in the District of Columbia (for deploying new trunKing facilities to

reroute caits).

The Commission's jurisdictional decision must be reconsidered to avoid

unnecessary conflict with neighboring Commissions and costly network reconflguration.

The Commislion reccgnlzed the value of maintaining ltIe Integrity of tne LERG - Ole well as the
fact thatth«e wallnsutfident lIl\'icSen<:a before It to "deviat(e! from the lERG fDr local calls· - when it
refused to adopt MFS4's proposed interconnectlon protocoe. (Ph.ae II Order at 73}. The COmrntasiod.,
deci&ion Ie abide ~ the L:.RG shOUld be followed for botn~ and~ local caJbs.

8



BA..Maryland is willing to work with the eo-carriers and the Staff to reach an

accommodation that will provide the co-carriers with the multi-jurisdictionaJ catling they

desire while maintaining the integrity of the LERG and-existing network and tnlnking

efficiencies.' The Phase II Order meets none of these goals,

C. The Commission', Decision That SA.....ryfand Must Offer Interim
Number Portability On .. Per Number Basls Is Inconsistent WIth The
Commi••ion's RUling That SA-Maryland Muat Be Perrniu-d To
Recover 113 co.~ Efua Some Contrjbutton For Ibis Se!yig

The Commission's decision en how to set the rate for BA-Msrytand's co-

earrier call forwarding interim number portability service is intemaiJy inconsistent. On

the one hand, the Commission directs that tne interim number portability service be

priced to recover SA-Maryland's -direct. jomt and common costs: (Order at 50). At

the same time, however, the Commission adopts Statrs recommendation that the

sefllice be priced on a ~per number per month· bas~. CkW

The inconsistency arises from 11e fact that 8A-Maryland's~ for co-

carrier call forwarding are incurred on a~ basis, not on a per number basis.'

There is!3Q evidence in the record cantradicting BA.Maryland's proof on 1t'Iis point and

~ IlI!rTtPQI'atY IC:OmmcaaUon to MF~. BA-MaIytand '9J""d 10 aa:apt~rylICCZ
local calli only It • "vir1uaf POI' lQc::ated in _ subutbat'la~ and offlca. Thace cd8 were
tl1lNlpCrt8d by BA-M8rylMC and £u.,..oc ttl the tXlPng Ic:::ess tlndem In 1M OCsCrfct. By~ tne
tralftc accaoted at thIS '"VlnU8I f>Or to Intraeblte callS. hOW9'lel'. the jUrisdJc::tonaf and networ1c
reccntlgura1ion Issuea lilre avoided. BA-Marylanci is willing 10~nue to use this vlftual f>OI tor intrastate
local calls until a permanent soIutlon to this Issue :an be ~ched_

, Tr. 1283--85(~).
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Staff's suggestion that per number pricing will match and cover BA-Maryland's costs

had absolutely no foundation in the record. 10

BA~Maryland will attempt to meet the Commission's con1ticting commands

to recover costs yet to price on a per number basis in its compliance filing by offering

cc-carriers a choice. Co-carriers can purchase mterim number portabtlity on a flat,

monthly per number basis which indudes two voice paths. 11 Alternatively, the co-

carrier can c~oose the option of paying a much smaller monthly per tine charge to cover

SA-Maryland's non·trafflc sensitive costs. and a "ery small per minute rate

(approximately $0.001 per minute of porte? call) to cover 8A-Marytand's usage

sensitive costs.

SA-Maryland's alternative pricing structure complies with the

Commission's diredion that SA-Maryland recover its costs (including joint and common

costs) and allows c:o-aJrriers to buy only the portability capedty that they need to meet

fb Indeed, StaI, "."11'tnIt 3bwIItiId caS Qty dlAppears from~'I net\IICI1C
(Staff lnit. Sr. at SOl and 1h8t1henJ ia no cast alloriated with forwarding ndIpte.~~III (JCJ
;arry no dt8tiotllD the record - ~UM lt1ere is no ....idenca bedcing up Stllft'a daimS.

\l lnduGing two voice P*h:s in me per numb&r option wlB~t the I'OI1ed number to receNe two
smuit8neOUS poned CIA8. 'NittI lttis c:apabiRtY. co-<:zrr1el'S will be IbIe to o1rer WtiicaI a-rvicel. sud'! as
caD W8i12ng, to In8ir sInQ....1ine~ ported C\JSU)me!S Juat as :!'ley can offer these vertical services to
~ir a~1ne IlOnC)OIlad CUSCDmers.

~o



their customers' requirements. SA-Maryland respectfully suggests that the

Commission clarify its Order to permit BA-Maryiand to offer this pricing aftemative.

Respectfully submitted,

Mark J. Mathis
Of Counsel .

Dated: January 26. 1996

11

David K. Hall
Michael O. lowe
Randal S. Milch

Attorneys for Belf Atfantic •
Maryland. Inc.



CERTtFICAIE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing Petition for Reconsideration and

Clariflcatlon of Bell Atlantic - Maryland, tnc. was served on All Parties in this case on

this 26th day of January, 1996, by hand-deftvery or by overnight mail.

David K Hall


